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November 18, 2019 
 
 
Michael Hooper 
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 
610 University Avenue 
Fairbanks, Alaska 99709-3643 
 
 
Re: 2019 Groundwater Sampling at the Carrs-Foodland Site in Fairbanks, Alaska, 
ADEC File 102.38.02. 
 
Dear Mr. Hooper, 
 
This letter report was prepared by SLR International Corporation (SLR) on behalf of the Bachner 
Company, Inc. (Bachner) to present the 2019 groundwater monitoring results at the Former 
Carrs-Foodland Site in Fairbanks, Alaska (Site).   
 
Background 
The Site is listed in the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC) 
Contaminated Sites Database under Hazard ID 1397 (File No. 102.38.02).  The Site is 
reportedly impacted by historical release(s) from a former 500-gallon underground heating oil 
tank (former bakery underground storage tank [UST]) removed in 1991 (Shannon and Wilson 
2002).  The tank was located next to the Foodland Building, and is the current location of 
monitoring well MW-3.  In a letter from ADEC to Bachner (ADEC, 2017b), ADEC requested that 
groundwater be sampled at the source area (MW-3) and at least one downgradient well on an 
annual basis until a stable and decreasing trend can be established for DRO concentrations, or 
until the results are less than the DRO groundwater cleanup level in Table C in subpart 345 of 
Chapter 75 of Title 18 of Alaska Administrative Code (18 AAC 75.345) (ADEC, 2018).   
 
2019 Groundwater Sampling Activities 
The work was performed in accordance with the ADEC approved Work Plan for the project 
(SLR, 2018), and was consistent with the ADEC field sampling guidance (ADEC, 2017a). Per 
the Work Plan, two wells were sampled: 
 

 Monitoring well MW-3 on the north side of the Foodland Building where the bakery UST 
was formerly located; and, 

 Monitoring well MW-34A, which is approximately 200 feet northwest and hydrologically 
downgradient of the MW-3 (Figure 1). MW-34A (formerly called TB124A) is the 
shallowest well in a downgradient well cluster.  This well is known to be impacted by a 
chlorinated solvent plume from a former laundromat located upgradient from the Carrs-
Foodland Site, referred to as the Gaffney Road East Coin King Site (ADEC Hazard ID 
2573), (Ahtna, 2014). 
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An SLR scientist, Mr. Austin Johnston, who is a qualified environmental professional as defined 
by 18 AAC 75.333, collected the samples for laboratory analysis.  The sampling was completed 
on September 19, 2019. A photograph log documenting the site conditions during the sampling 
event is included as Appendix A. Field notes, groundwater sampling forms, and instrument 
calibration documentation completed during the site work are presented as Appendix B of this 
report.  

Groundwater samples were collected using low-flow sampling methodology.  The low-flow 
sampling method requires purging the well at a low flow rate (between 0.05 and 0.5 liters per 
minute [L/min]), while maintaining a drawdown of less than 0.3 feet, if possible.  During the 
purging, up to six water quality parameters are measured (temperature, pH, conductivity, 
oxidation-reduction potential [ORP], dissolved oxygen [DO], and turbidity) at three to five-minute 
intervals. Purging is considered complete once water drawdown and water quality parameters 
are considered stable. Water quality parameters are considered stable when three consecutive 
discrete readings of at least three parameters (or four if temperature is used) are within the 
following criteria: 

 Temperature (°C), plus minus (±) 3 percent (minimum of ± 0.2 °C); 

 pH, ± 0.1 standard units; 

 Specific conductance, ± 3 percent; 

 Oxidation-reduction potential, ± 10 millivolts; 

 Dissolved oxygen, ± 10 percent; and 

 Turbidity, ± 10 percent, or below 10 nephelometric turbidity units.  

The MW-34 well identified for sampling in 2018 was sampled in 2019 to assure sampling the 
same well in this cluster. Purging and sampling was completed with a down-hole ProActive® 
Monsoon stainless-steel pump with an adjustable flow rate. The two monitoring wells 
maintained near constant water levels during purging at flow rates of around 0.4 L/min and 
attained stable parameters. The water quality parameters were measured using a YSI 556 
multi-parameter instrument. Water quality parameters were measured at periodic intervals, 
allowing for at least one volume of the YSI flow-through cell to be fully replaced between 
readings. After stability was attained, samples for laboratory analysis were collected.  Primary 
and duplicate samples were collected from MW-3, and a primary sample was collected from the 
downgradient well MW-34A.  The purge water was containerized in a 10-gallon drum.  After field 
activities were complete, the purge water was transported to NRC Alaska in Fairbanks for 
transportation to the designated disposal facility (Clean Harbors Aragonite LLC, Aragonite, 
Utah; USEPA ID Number UTD961552177). 

Sample Handling and Laboratory Analysis 
Upon collection, groundwater samples were labeled and placed into a chilled cooler with a trip 
blank. Samples were transported to the SGS North America (SGS) laboratory in Fairbanks 
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under chain of custody (COC) procedures.  Groundwater samples were analyzed for the 
following: 

 Diesel range organics (DRO) by Alaska Method AK102 (MW-3 and MW-34A); 

 Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) by EPA Method 8260C (MW-3 and MW-34A); and, 

 Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) by EPA Method 8270D-SIM (MW-3 only). 

Analytical data were reviewed for consistency with the ADEC Technical Memorandum, 
Environmental Laboratory Data and Quality Assurance Requirements (ADEC, 2009).  Appendix 
C contains a Data Quality Assessment (DQA), ADEC Laboratory Data Review Checklist, and 
the laboratory analytical data package. Based on the DQA, the data were of good quality and 
acceptable for use with the noted qualifications. No data were rejected, and no issues were 
noted with regards to the data package, except as discussed below: 

 Naphthalene was analyzed by Methods SW8260C and SW8270D. The SW8260C 
naphthalene results for parent sample MW-3 and field duplicate MW-4 were 99 
microgram per liter (μg/L) and 109 μg/L. The SW8270D naphthalene results for these 
samples were 43.7 μg/L and 36.4 μg/L, approximately 30% to 40% of the SW8260C 
reported values. For naphthalene by Method SW8270D, the associated surrogate for 
MW-4 recovered slightly below acceptable limits (refer to Surrogate Recovery section of 
this QAR for discussion) and LCSD RPD exceeded acceptable limits (see LCS and 
LCSD section for discussion). Due to these contributing factors, the SW8260C 
naphthalene results are considered to be more accurate representation of the true 
concentration. 

 
Analytical Results  
The 2019 analytical results are provided in Table 1. Table 2 provides a summary of current and 
previous analytical results for MW-3 for selected parameters of interest.  The results were 
screened against the current ADEC groundwater cleanup levels (ADEC, 2018). 
 

 In MW-3, groundwater cleanup levels were exceeded for DRO, 1,2,4-trimethylbenzene, 
1,3,5-trimethylbenzene, ethylbenzene, naphthalene, 1-methylnaphthalene, and 2-
methylnaphthalene as shown on Table 1.  The 1,3,5-trimethylbenzene, ethylbenzene, 
and 2-methylnaphthalene detections were only slightly above their respective cleanup 
levels, while the other compounds exceeded the cleanup levels by more than a factor of 
three.  The compounds exhibiting the greatest exceedance of the cleanup level were 
DRO and naphthalene, with detected concentrations of 18.5 mg/L and 109 μg/L versus 
groundwater cleanup levels of 1.5 mg/L and 1.7 μg/L, respectively. Chlorinated VOCs, 
perchloroethylene (PCE) and related daughter products including trichloroethylene 
(TCE) and vinyl chloride, were below detection limits in the groundwater sample 
collected from MW-3. 

 
 The only analyte detected above ADEC cleanup levels in the groundwater sample 

collected from MW-34A was TCE at a concentration of 16.2 μg/L.  In 2018, TCE was 
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Table 1 - 2019 Former Carrs-Foodland Site Groundwater Monitoring Results

Screening 
Criteria

Trip Blank

Primary:
MW-3

19-Sep-19
1199795002

Duplicate:
MW-4

19-Sep-19
1199795003

MW-34A
19-Sep-19

1199795001

Trip Blank
19-Sep-19

1199795004

Conc.3 Conc.3 Conc.3 Conc.3

Fuels (AK102)
Diesel Range Organics 1500 12100 Q 18500 Q 424 J,Q --
Volatile Organic Compounds (SW8260C)
1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane 5.7 [0.25] U [0.25] U [0.25] U [0.25] U 
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 8000 [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U 
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 0.76 [0.25] U [0.25] U [0.25] U [0.25] U 
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 0.41 [0.2] U [0.2] U [0.2] U [0.2] U 
1,1-Dichloroethane 28 [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U 
1,1-Dichloroethene 280 [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U 
1,1-Dichloropropene -- [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U 
1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene 7 [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U 
1,2,3-Trichloropropane 0.0075 [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U 
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 4 [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U 
1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene 56 145 155 [0.5] U [0.5] U 
1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane -- [5] U [5] U [5] U [5] U 
1,2-Dibromoethane 0.075 [0.0375] U [0.0375] U [0.0375] U [0.0375] U 
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 300 [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U 
1,2-Dichloroethane 1.7 [0.25] U [0.25] U [0.25] U [0.25] U 
1,2-Dichloropropane 8.2 [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U 
1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene 60 62.6 67.6 [0.5] U [0.5] U 
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 300 [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U 
1,3-Dichloropropane -- [0.25] U [0.25] U [0.25] U [0.25] U 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 4.8 [0.25] U [0.25] U [0.25] U [0.25] U 
2,2-Dichloropropane -- [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U 
2-Butanone (MEK) 5600 10.5 12.1 [5] U [5] U 
2-Chlorotoluene -- [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U 
2-Hexanone 38 [5] U [5] U [5] U [5] U 
4-Chlorotoluene -- [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U 
4-Isopropyltoluene -- 7.24 7.75 [0.5] U [0.5] U 
4-Methyl-2-pentanone (MIBK) 6300 [5] U [5] U [5] U [5] U 
Benzene 4.6 0.34 J 0.36 J [0.2] U [0.2] U 
Bromobenzene 62 [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U 
Bromochloromethane -- [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U 
Bromodichloromethane 1.3 [0.25] U [0.25] U [0.25] U [0.25] U 
Bromoform 33 [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U 
Bromomethane 7.5 [2.5] U [2.5] U [2.5] U [2.5] U 
Carbon disulfide 810 [5] U [5] U [5] U [5] U 
Carbon tetrachloride 4.6 [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U 
Chlorobenzene 78 [0.25] U [0.25] U [0.25] U [0.25] U 
Chloroethane 21000 [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U 
Chloroform 2.2 [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U 
Chloromethane 190 [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U 
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 36 [0.5] U [0.5] U 4.06 [0.5] U 
cis-1,3-Dichloropropene 4.7 [0.25] U [0.25] U [0.25] U [0.25] U 
Dibromochloromethane 8.7 [0.25] U [0.25] U [0.25] U [0.25] U 
Dibromomethane 8.3 [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U 
Dichlorodifluoromethane 200 [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U 
Ethylbenzene 15 20 21.2 [0.5] U [0.5] U 
Freon-113 10000 [5] U [5] U [5] U [5] U 
Hexachlorobutadiene 1.4 [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U 
Isopropylbenzene (Cumene) 450 7.24 7.7 [0.5] U [0.5] U 
Methylene chloride 110 [2.5] U [2.5] U [2.5] U [2.5] U 
Methyl-t-butyl ether 140 [5] U [5] U [5] U [5] U 
Naphthalene 1.7 99 109 [0.5] U [0.5] U 
n-Butylbenzene 1000 [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U 
n-Propylbenzene 660 13.3 14.5 [0.5] U [0.5] U 
o-Xylene -- 30.2 32.4 [0.5] U [0.5] U 
P & M -Xylene -- 58.3 62.2 [1] U [1] U 
sec-Butylbenzene 2000 3.61 3.95 [0.5] U [0.5] U 
Styrene 1200 [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U 
tert-Butylbenzene 690 [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U 
Tetrachloroethene 41 [0.5] U [0.5] U 0.76 J [0.5] U 
Toluene 1100 0.31 J [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U 

Sample Locations2

18 AAC 75, 
Table C, Groundwater 

Cleanup Level1

Compound in 
micrograms per Liter 

(μg/L)

Groundwater Monitoring October 2019



Table 1 - 2019 Former Carrs-Foodland Site Groundwater Monitoring Results

Screening 
Criteria

Trip Blank

Primary:
MW-3

19-Sep-19
1199795002

Duplicate:
MW-4

19-Sep-19
1199795003

MW-34A
19-Sep-19

1199795001

Trip Blank
19-Sep-19

1199795004

Conc.3 Conc.3 Conc.3 Conc.3

Sample Locations2

18 AAC 75, 
Table C, Groundwater 

Cleanup Level1

Compound in 
micrograms per Liter 

(μg/L)

Volatile Organic Compounds (SW8260C) Continued
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene 360 [0.5] U [0.5] U 10.7 [0.5] U 
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene 4.7 [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U 
Trichloroethene 2.8 [0.5] U [0.5] U 16.2 [0.5] U 
Trichlorofluoromethane 5200 [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U [0.5] U 
Vinyl acetate 410 [5] U [5] U [5] U [5] U 
Vinyl chloride 0.19 [0.075] U [0.075] U [0.075] U [0.075] U 
Xylenes (total)4 190 88.5 94.7 [1] U [1] U 
PAH SIM (SW8270D LV)
1-Methylnaphthalene 11 49.4 Q 42 Q- -- --
2-Methylnaphthalene 36 42.4 Q 35.5 Q- -- --
Acenaphthene 530 0.846 Q 0.703 Q- -- --
Acenaphthylene 260 [0.024] U [0.024] UJ -- --
Anthracene 43 [0.024] U [0.024] UJ -- --
Benzo(a)Anthracene 0.3 [0.024] U [0.024] UJ -- --
Benzo[a]pyrene 0.25 [0.0096] U [0.0096] UJ -- --
Benzo[b]Fluoranthene 2.5 [0.024] U [0.024] U -- --
Benzo[g,h,i]perylene 0.26 [0.024] U [0.024] UJ -- --
Benzo[k]fluoranthene 0.8 [0.024] U [0.024] UJ -- --
Chrysene 2.0 [0.024] U [0.024] UJ -- --
Dibenzo[a,h]anthracene 0.25 [0.0096] U [0.0096] UJ -- --
Fluoranthene 260 [0.024] U [0.024] U -- --
Fluorene 290 2.18 Q 1.77 Q- -- --
Indeno[1,2,3-c,d] pyrene 0.19 [0.024] U [0.024] UJ -- --
Naphthalene 1.7 43.7 Q 36.4 Q- -- --
Phenanthrene 170 1.24 Q 0.98 Q- -- --
Pyrene 120 [0.024] U [0.024] U -- --

Notes:
 Bold  and yellow values indicate an exceedance of Method Two Groundwater Cleanup Levels (footnote 1).
[0.0005] - Orange values indicate undetectable results with LODs above applicable ADEC screening criteria.

1 ADEC Method Two Groundwater Cleanup Levels , 18 AAC 75.345, Table C (October 27, 2018). 
2 The field sample identification number, date collected, and laboratory sample identification number are provided. 
3 Detected results are listed in μg/L in this column.  For non-detect analytes, the highest LOD is shown in [brackets].  
4 Total values were the summation of detected compounds only. The highest LOD was listed for non-detect compounds.

Data Flags:
U Undetectable, LOD is listed in brackets to the right.
J Estimated value because the level is below the laboratory LOQ, but above the DL.

UJ Undetectable result with an estimated LOD.
Q

Abbreviations:
-- Not applicable or screening criteria does not exist for this compound LOQ limit of quantitation

AAC Alaska Administrative Code LV low volume
ADEC Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation μg/L micrograms per liter

AK Alaska method PAH polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
DL detection limit SIM selective ion monitoring

LOD limit of detection

Groundwater Monitoring October 2019



Table 2: Cumulative Groundwater Sample Results for Select Analytes of Interest in Monitoring Well MW-3
Former Carrs Foodland Site

DRO Benzene Toluene Ethylbenzene Xylenes 1,2,4-
Trimethylbenzene

PCE TCE Naphthalene3

1.5 (mg/L) 4.6 1100 15 190 56 41 2.8 1.7

Well ID Sample 
Date

MW-3 Jan-94 -- 35 1 52 180 -- -- -- -- 1
MW-3 Apr-94 -- 38 2 51 230 -- -- -- -- 1
MW-3 Jul-94 -- 8 <1 42 140 -- -- -- -- 1
MW-3 Oct-94 -- 28 2 44 250 -- -- -- -- 1
MW-3 Jan-95 -- 32 1 62 260 -- -- -- -- 1
MW-3 Oct-95 -- 10 1 40 124 -- -- -- -- 1
MW-3 11/20/2002 11.8 3.7 <2 32 121 -- -- -- -- 1
MW-3 9/4/2009 13.6 1.62 ND 27 108 -- -- -- -- 2
MW-3 9/1/2012 96.3 3.12 1.92 15.8 83.2 -- -- -- -- 3
MW-3 10/16/2013 66.4 2.61 0.82 20.1 82.7 -- -- -- -- 4
MW-3 9/20/2018 24.8 0.41 ND 15.9 71 111 ND ND 77 5
MW-3 9/19/2019 18.5 0.36 J 0.31 J 21.2 94.7 155 ND ND 109 6

Abbreviations
Exceeds screening criteria

DRO Diesel range organics
J Flag indicating the value is estimated below the limit of quantitation (LOQ).
μg/L micrograms per liter
mg/L milligrams per liter
-- Sample not analyzed for this compound.
ND Analyte not detected
PCE tetrachloroethylene
TCE trichloroethylene

Notes
1-If a duplicate sample was collected, the higher of the two values is listed. 
2-All results reported in μg/L except for DRO which is reported in mg/L.
3-Naphthalene was analyzed by methods SW8260C and SW8270D LV.The higher of the two values is listed.
4-ADEC Method Two Groundwater Cleanup Levels, 18 AAC 75.345, Table C (October 27, 2018).  All units in μg/L except for DRO which is in mg/L.
References
1- Shannon & Wilson, Inc., 2002. Level 1 Environmental Site Assessment, Carrs/Safeway Foodland, Fairbanks, Alaska. November 18.
2- SGS North America, Inc. (SGS), 2009. Laboratory Report of Analysis. September 17.
3- SLR International Corp, 2012. Bachner/Foodland Site Transmittal of Validated Data. October 4.
4- SGS , 2013. Laboratory Report of Analysis. Report Number 1138619. October 29.
5- SGS, 2018. Laboratory Report of Analysis. Report Number 1189788. October 2.
6- SGS, 2019. Laboratory Report of Analysis. Report Number 1199795. October 17.
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Photo 1: Location of monitoring well MW-3. 

 

Photo 2: Monitoring well MW-3 during purging. 
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Photo 3: Location of monitoring well MW-34A.  

 

Photo 4: Monitoring well MW-34A during purging and runoff water removal. 
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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 
AAC  Alaska Administrative Code 
AK                   Alaska 
ADEC  Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 
°C  degrees Celsius 
CCV  continuing calibration verification 
COC  chain of custody 
DL  detection limit 
DRO  diesel range organics 
EDD                electronic data deliverable  
GW  groundwater 
LCL  lower control limit 
LCS  laboratory control sample 
LCSD  laboratory control sample duplicate 
LOD  limit of detection 
LOQ  limit of quantitation 
LV  low volume 
MS  matrix spike 
MSD  matrix spike duplicate  
NFG  National Functional Guidelines 
PAH  polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons 
PARCCS precision, accuracy, representativeness, comparability, completeness, and 

sensitivity 
QA  quality assurance 
QAR  quality assurance review 
QC  quality control   
RPD  relative percent difference 
SDG  sample delivery group 
SIM  selective ion monitoring 
SLR  SLR International Corporation 
SGS                SGS North America, Inc. 
UCL  upper control limit 
μg/L  micrograms per liter 
USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 
VOCs  volatile organic compounds 
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Introduction 

This report summarizes a review of analytical data for samples collected on September 19, 
2019 in support of the groundwater monitoring activities at the former Carrs-Foodland site in 
Fairbanks, Alaska. Samples were collected by SLR International Corporation (SLR). SGS North 
America, Inc (SGS) provided analytical support to the project. SGS maintains a current Alaska 
Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC) Contaminated Sites approval number (17-
021) for analytical methods of interest, as applicable. Table 1 provides a summary of the work 
order, sample receipt, analytical methods, and analytes. 

Table 1  Sample Summary 

SDG Date 
Collected 

Date Received 
by Laboratory 

Temp. 
Blank Matrix Analytical 

Method Analyte Trip 
Blank1 

1199795 9/19/19 

Fairbanks: 
9/20/19 

 
Anchorage: 

9/24/19 

Fairbanks2: 
0.3°C 

 
Anchorage2: 

2.8°C 
4.6°C 

GW 
SW8260C 
AK102 LV 

SW8270D LV 

VOCs 
DRO 

PAH SIM 

Required 
NA 
NA 

Notes: 
1 – This type of sample requires a trip blank to be included in the cooler, with the trip blank noted on the chain of 
custody (COC). 
2 – All samples arrived at SGS Fairbanks in one cooler and was repackaged for shipment to SGS Anchorage in two 
coolers. 
Acronyms: 
AK - Alaska 
°C – degrees Celsius 
DRO – diesel range organics 
GW – groundwater 
LV – low volume 
NA – not applicable 
PAH – polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons 
SDG – sample delivery group 
SIM – selective ion monitoring 
VOCs – volatile organic compounds 
 
The laboratory final report was presented as a Level II deliverable and included documentation 
of the delivery group COC and sample receipt condition. A Microsoft Access compatible 
electronic data deliverable (EDD) was also provided. The laboratory report is provided 
electronically as Attachment 2.  
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Quality Assurance Program 

A quality assurance (QA) program was followed for this project that addressed project 
administration, sampling, quality control (QC), and data review. SLR adhered to required and 
established sampling and COC protocols. The selected laboratory maintains an internal quality 
assurance program and standard operating procedures. 

The analytical data was reviewed for consistency with any project-specific requirements in the 
Work Plan (SLR, 2018), ADEC Technical Memorandum Data Quality Objectives, Checklists, 
Quality Assurance Requirements for Laboratory Data, and Sample Handling (ADEC, 2017), 
National Functional Guidelines for Superfund Organic Methods Data Review (NFG, United 
States Environmental Protection Agency [USEPA] 2017), analytical method criteria, and 
laboratory criteria.  An ADEC Laboratory Data Review Checklist was completed for the SDG 
and is included as Attachment 1 to this quality assurance review (QAR). A review for any 
anomalies to the project requirements for precision, accuracy, representativeness, 
comparability, completeness and sensitivity (PARCCS) are noted in this QAR, and any data 
qualifications discussed. 

The data review included the following, as applicable:   

 Reviewing COC records for completeness, signatures, and dates; 

 Identifying any sample receipt or preservation anomalies that could impact data 
quality; 

 Verifying that QC blanks (e.g., field blanks, equipment blanks, trip blanks, etc.) were 
properly prepared, identified, and analyzed;  

 Evaluating whether laboratory reporting limits met project goals;  

 Reviewing calibration verification recoveries, to include confirming that the laboratory 
did not identify that any Continuing Calibration Verification (CCV) recoveries or other 
calibration related criteria were outside applicable acceptance limits; 

 Verifying that surrogate analyses were within recovery acceptance limits; 

 Verifying that Laboratory Control Samples (LCS) and Laboratory Control Sample 
Duplicates (LCSD) were within recovery acceptance limits; 

 Evaluating the result relative percent difference (RPD) between primary and duplicate 
field samples, and LCS/LCSDs; and 

 Providing an overall assessment of laboratory data quality and qualifying sample 
results if necessary. 
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Data Qualifications 

As part of this QAR, qualifiers were applied to datum as determined necessary based on 
specified criteria or professional judgement. In all cases, the basis for qualification and the 
applied data flag are discussed in this QAR. Table 2 provides a list of potential qualifiers (i.e., 
flags). These data flags were appended to the data as appropriate.   

Table 2       Data Qualifiers 

Lab 
Qualifier 

(Flag) 

NFG 
Qualifier 

(Flag) 

Equivalent 
Project 

Qualifier 
(Flag)1,2 

Definition 

U U U The analyte was analyzed for but was not detected above the 
detection limit (DL). This qualifier is appended by the laboratory. 

J NJ J 
The analyte has been “tentatively” or “presumptively” identified 
as present and the associated numerical value is the estimated 
concentration in the sample between the limit of quantitation 
(LOQ) and the DL. This qualifier is appended by the laboratory. 

-- J Q 

The result is an estimated quantity. The associated numerical 
value is the approximate concentration of the analyte in the 
sample, due to one or more laboratory quality control criteria 
failures (e.g., LCS recovery, surrogate spike recovery) or a 
matrix effect.   
Where applicable, a “+” or “-″ was appended to indicate a high 
or low bias, respectively.  

-- UJ UJ 
The analyte was analyzed for, but was not detected. The 
reported quantitation limit is approximate and may be inaccurate 
or imprecise. 

-- R R 
The data are unusable. The sample results are rejected due to 
serious deficiencies in meeting QC criteria. The analyte may or 
may not be present in the sample. 

-- -- B 

Blank contamination:  The analyte was positively identified in the 
blank (e.g., trip blank and/or method blank) associated with the 
sample and the concentration reported for the sample was less 
than five times that of the blank (ten times for metals and 
common laboratory contaminants methylene chloride and 
acetone).  
Where applicable, “U” was appended prior to the “B” to indicate 
the blank detection was greater than the sample detection or 
both the blank detection and sample detection were below the 
limit of detection (LOD), and the result is likely a false positive. 
The greater of the sample detection or LOD was reported as 
non-detect in brackets. 

Notes:  
1 - Flags were appended to the data where applicable. The table presents laboratory, NFG and project equivalent 
qualifiers. 
2 - Only flags in bold were applicable and appended to data for this project. 
 
A discussion of the project data quality relative to PARCCS goals and summary of any 
anomalies or failures requiring data qualifiers follows. 
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Data Validation 

Data Packages 
The data package was checked for transcription errors, omissions, or other anomalies. No 
issues were noted with regards to the data package, except as noted below. 

 Naphthalene was analyzed by Methods SW8260C and SW8270D. The SW8260C 
naphthalene results for parent sample MW-3 and field duplicate MW-4 were 99 μg/L 
and 109 μg/L. The SW8270D naphthalene results for these samples were 43.7 μg/L 
and 36.4 μg/L, approximately 30% to 40% of the SW8260C reported values. For 
naphthalene by Method SW8270D: the associated surrogate for MW-4 recovered 
slightly below acceptable limits (refer to the Surrogate Recovery section of this QAR for 
discussion) and LCSD RPD exceeded acceptable limits (see LCS and LCSD section for 
discussion). Due to these contributing factors, the SW8260C naphthalene results are 
considered more accurate quantitations of the true concentration. 

 The case narrative noted that the laboratory report had been revised to include 
additional comments. No data were impacted. 

Sample Receipt 
The sample receipt documentation was checked for anomalies. No issues were noted with 
regards to the receipt of samples, except as noted below. 

 The trip blank was not recorded on the COC. One trip blank was included in the cooler 
and accompanied the VOA vials and volatile samples during transit from and to the 
laboratory and in the field. The laboratory assigned the trip blank the ID of “Trip Blank” 
with a collection date and time of 9/19/19 at 19:00, which matches that of the earliest 
sample collected. The trip blank was analyzed appropriately, for VOCs by SW8260C, the 
same volatile method and analytes as the other samples on the SDG. No data were 
impacted.  

Holding Times and Preservation 
Samples were appropriately preserved and were submitted to SGS. Sample analyses were 
conducted within holding time criteria. No issues were noted with regards to sample 
preservation. 

Laboratory Method Blanks 
Laboratory method blanks were analyzed at the appropriate frequencies. Analytes were not 
detected at or above the LOD in any method blanks.  

Trip Blanks 
One trip blank was analyzed for VOCs by Method SW8260C. Analytes were not detected at or 
above the LOD in the trip blank. The trip blank was not recorded on the COC. Refer to the 
Sample Receipt section for discussion. 

Reporting Limits 
For non-detectable results, LODs were compared to applicable regulatory criteria for the site. 
LODs were compared to 18 Alaska Administrative Code (AAC) 75.345 Table C, Groundwater 
Cleanup Levels (ADEC, 2018). Except as noted below, all analytes with results of non-detect 
had LODs at or below applicable regulatory criteria.  
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The LODs for 1,2,3-trichloropropane by Method SW8260C did not meet ADEC cleanup levels. 
This was due to typical laboratory methodology limitations. For this compound it is not possible 
to state with certainty the absence of target analyte below the reported LOD, but above the 
ADEC cleanup level. 1,2,3-trichloropropane data is limited in usability for that purpose. Data 
usability was considered minimally impacted. All data were usable without qualification.  

Continuing Calibration Verifications 
CCVs were analyzed at the appropriate frequencies. CCV data was included only in the EDD, 
not in the case narrative. All CCV recoveries were within acceptable limits as reviewed in the 
EDD, except as noted below. 

 For bromomethane and chloroethane by Method SW8260C, one CCV recovered at 
148% and 124% exceeding the upper control limit (UCL) of 120%. Since a high bias was 
indicated and all associated samples had results of non-detect for the impacted 
analytes, no data were affected. All data were usable without qualification. 

Internal Standards  
No internal standards were noted in the case narrative as being outside of acceptance limits. 
Internal standard performance was not otherwise presented in the report or in the electronic 
data deliverable. Internal standards criteria were considered met.  

Surrogate Recovery Results  
Surrogate analysis was performed at the required frequencies. All surrogate recoveries were 
within analytical method and SGS percent recovery acceptance limits, except as noted below. 

 For PAH SIM by Method SW8270D, the 2-methylnaphthalene-d10 surrogate recovered 
at 44% in sample MW-4. This was slightly below the laboratory lower control limit (LCL) 
of 47%, but within NFG advisory limits of 30-130%. Analytes associated with the 
surrogate were: 1-methylnaphthalene, 2-methylnaphthalene, acenaphthene, 
acenaphthylene, anthracene, fluorene, naphthalene, and phenanthrene. The sample 
was re-extracted two weeks past hold time per the laboratory case narrative, with the 
surrogate within criteria and comparable results. However, as this was well past the 
hold time the re-extraction and re-analysis does not indicate accurate results. The data 
from the original within hold time analysis were reported with detected results for the 
impacted analytes qualified “Q-“ to indicate estimated values with a low bias, and non-
detect results were qualified “UJ” to indicate estimated reporting limits. Except for 2-
methylnaphthalene for sample MW-4, all impacted data were either well above or well 
below applicable cleanup levels; therefore, the impact to data usability was considered 
minimal. All data were usable as qualified. 

For sample MW-4, the 2-methylnaphthalene result of 35.5 Q- μg/L was slightly below 
the ADEC cleanup level of 36 micrograms per liter (μg/L). It is considered likely that with 
a more accurate result the field duplicate could have exceeded the ADEC cleanup level 
for this analyte. This data is usable only to determine an approximate, estimated low 
value for 2-methylnaphthalene.  However, sample MW-4 is the field duplicate to parent 
sample MW-3, which exceeded cleanup level for this analyte. As the higher of the 
parent or field duplicate value is reported, the parent sample/duplicate pair result is 
already an exceedance of the ADEC cleanup level. The overall project data usability 
was not impacted. 
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Laboratory Control Samples and Laboratory Control Sample Duplicates 
LCS and LCSDs were analyzed at the appropriate frequencies. Any LCS and LCSD recovery 
and RPD exceedances are noted below. 

 For bromomethane by Method SW8260C, the LCS recovered at 148%, exceeding the 
acceptable UCL of 141%. Since all associated results were non-detectable, data were 
not impacted. All data were usable without qualification. 

 For PAH SIM analytes shown in Table 3, LCS recoveries were slightly below the lower 
control limits (LCLs). An LCSD included in the batch had recoveries within acceptable 
limits for the affected analytes. Samples MW-3 and MW-4 were associated with this 
LCS/LCSD pair and were re-extracted two weeks past hold time, per the laboratory 
case narrative, with LCS recoveries within criteria and comparable results. As the re-
extraction was well past the hold time, it is not indicative of accurate results. The data 
from the original within hold time analysis were reported. All associated results were 
non-detectable and were qualified “UJ” to indicated estimated reporting limits. As all 
affected data had LODs at least ten-fold below ADEC cleanup levels, data usability was 
not impacted. All data were usable as qualified. 

 For PAH SIM analytes shown in Table 4, LCS/LCSD RPDs exceeded the UCL of 20%. 
Impacted analytes for associated samples MW-3 and MW-4 were qualified with “Q” for 
detected results to indicated estimated values with unknown bias. Non-detect results 
were considered unaffected by laboratory precision exceedances, thus qualification was 
considered unnecessary. While laboratory precision was not established for the affected 
analytes, a field duplicate pair was included in the batch and established field precision 
for all impacted analytes; therefore, data were minimally impacted. Results previously 
qualified “Q-“ due to surrogate failure were not additionally qualified as estimated with 
unknown bias. Except for 2-methylnaphthalene, discussed in the Surrogate Recovery 
section, all affected data were either well above or well below applicable ADEC cleanup 
levels; therefore, data usability was not impacted. All data were usable as qualified. 

Table 3 LCS Recovery Exceedances 

Sample 
Type Batch Method Analyte Recovery 

(%) 
Lower – Upper 

Recovery Limits (%) 

LCS XXX 
42332 

8270D SIM 
LV 

Benzo(a)Anthracene 56.6 59 - 120 
Benzo[a]pyrene 49.2 53 - 120 

Benzo[g,h,i]perylene 39.5 44 - 128 
Benzo[k]fluoranthene 50.7 54 - 125 

Chrysene 52.8 57 - 120 
Dibenzo[a,h]anthracene 32.8 44 - 131 
Indeno[1,2,3-c,d] pyrene 44.5 48 - 130 
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Table 4 LCSD RPD Exceedances 
Sample 

Type Batch Method Analyte RPD (%) RPD Limit 
(%) 

LCS/LCSD XXX 42332 8270D SIM 
LV  

1-Methylnaphthalene 30.9 20 
2-Methylnaphthalene 32.2 20 

Acenaphthene 32.4 20 
Acenaphthylene 30.8 20 

Anthracene 29.6 20 
Benzo(a)Anthracene 26.8 20 

Benzo[a]pyrene 26.6 20 
Benzo[b]Fluoranthene 30.3 20 
Benzo[g,h,i]perylene 34.5 20 
Benzo[k]fluoranthene 29.2 20 

Chrysene 27 20 
Dibenzo[a,h]anthracene 33.5 20 

Fluoranthene 26.2 20 
Fluorene 33 20 

Indeno[1,2,3-c,d] pyrene 31.1 20 
Naphthalene 33.9 20 

Phenanthrene 28.9 20 
Pyrene 25.9 20 

Matrix Spike and Matrix Spike Duplicate Samples 
No matrix spikes (MSs) or matrix spike duplicates (MSDs) were analyzed in association with 
these samples. 

Field Duplicates 
The field duplicate sample frequency is presented in Table 5. Parent sample and field duplicates 
are presented in Table 6. For all methods and analytes, the duplicate frequency satisfied the 
requirement of one per 10 samples or less per matrix and analyte. Field duplicates were 
submitted blind to the laboratory.  

All parent sample/field duplicate RPDs were within the ADEC required 30% for waters, except 
for one DRO exceedance noted in Table 7. DRO results for the parent sample, the field 
duplicate, and associated sample MW-34A were qualified “Q” to indicate estimated values with 
unknown bias. Because laboratory precision was established via the LCS/LCSD pair with an 
acceptable RPD, the impact to data was considered minimal. Additionally, all impacted results 
were either well above or well below the ADEC cleanup level. All data were usable as qualified.  

Parent sample/field duplicate pairs with both results below the LOQ were considered acceptable 
without qualification. 

Table 5  Field Duplicate Count 

Number of 
Primary 

Number of Field 
Duplicates 

Method Analytes 

2 1 AK 102 LV DRO 
2 1 SW8260C VOCs 
1 1 SW8270D LV PAH SIM 
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Table 6  Parent Samples and Field Duplicates 

Matrix Parent Sample Field Duplicate Method Analytes 

Groundwater MW-3 MW-4 
SW8260C 
AK102 LV 

SW8270D LV 

VOCs 
DRO 

PAH SIM 

Table 7  Field Duplicate RPD Exceedances 

Method Analyte 
Primary: MW-3 Duplicate: MW-4 RPD 

(%) Flag ADEC Cleanup Level 
(μg/L)1 Result (μg/L) Result (μg/L) 

AK 102 DRO 12100 18500 42 Q 1500 
Notes: 
1 – Limits shown are 18 AAC 75, Table C (ADEC, 2018). 
 
Laboratory Duplicate Samples 
No laboratory duplicates were analyzed in association with these samples. 

Overall Assessment 

Precision, Accuracy, Representativeness, Comparability, Completeness, and Sensitivity 
Summary 

 Precision: Precision goals were met, except as noted in the Field Duplicates and 
LCS/LCSD sections. 

 Accuracy: Accuracy goals were met, except as noted in the Data Packages, CCV, 
Surrogate Recovery, and LCS/LCSD sections. 

 Representativeness:  Representativeness goals were met. The samples were 
collected from usual locations. 

 Comparability:  Comparability goals were met. The same laboratory and methods 
were used. 

 Completeness: Completeness goals were met. The data were 100% complete with 
respect to analysis. 

 Sensitivity:  Sensitivity goals were met, except as noted in the Reporting Limits 
section. 
 

Several factors indicated inaccurate, primarily low recovery for numerous PAH SIM analytes. 
Anomalies included low surrogate recovery, low LCS recoveries, LCS/LCSD RPD failures, and 
Method SW8270D naphthalene results below those indicated by Method SW8260C. Data were 
appropriately qualified and is considered usable as described in this QAR. 

Overall, this data were considered of good quality acceptable for use with the noted limitations 
and qualifications. No data were rejected.  
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Laboratory Data Review Checklist 
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CS Report Name: 
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1. Laboratory

a. Did an ADEC CS approved laboratory receive and perform all of the submitted sample analyses?

SGS North America, Inc is ADEC CS approved, approval number 17-021, and performed all analysis.

b. If the samples were transferred to another “network” laboratory or sub-contracted to an 
alternate laboratory, was the laboratory performing the analyses ADEC CS approved?

All analyses performed at SGS North America, Inc.

2. Chain of Custody (CoC)

a. CoC information completed, signed, and dated (including released/received by)?

b. Correct Analyses requested?

3. Laboratory Sample Receipt Documentation

a. Sample/cooler temperature documented and within range at receipt (0° to 6° C)?

b. Sample preservation acceptable – acidified waters, Methanol preserved VOC soil (GRO, BTEX, 
Volatile Chlorinated Solvents, etc.)?

c. Sample condition documented – broken, leaking (Methanol), zero headspace (VOC vials)?
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d. If there were any discrepancies, were they documented? For example, incorrect sample 
containers/preservation, sample temperature outside of acceptable range, insufficient or missing 
samples, etc.?

The trip blank was not noted on the COC. One trip blank was included in the cooler, and the trip blank 
accompanied the sample containers and samples at all times during transit from and to the laboratory 
and in the field. The laboratory assigned the trip blank the ID of “Trip Blank” with a collection date 
and time of 9/19/19 at 19:00, which matches that of the earliest sample collected. 
e. Data quality or usability affected? 

Comments:

The trip blank was analyzed appropriately, for VOCs by SW8260C, the same method and analytes as 
the other samples on the SDG. No data were impacted.

4. Case Narrative

a. Present and understandable?

b. Discrepancies, errors, or QC failures identified by the lab?

The case narrative noted a revised report to include additional comments. 

c. Were all corrective actions documented?

d. What is the effect on data quality/usability according to the case narrative? 

Comments:

No impact.
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5. Samples Results

a. Correct analyses performed/reported as requested on COC?

Naphthalene was analyzed by Methods SW8260C and SW8270D. The SW8260C naphthalene results 
for parent sample MW-3 and field duplicate MW-4 were 99 μg/L and 109 μg/L. The SW8270D 
naphthalene results for these samples were 43.7 μg/L and 36.4 μg/L, approximately 30% to 40% of 
the SW8260C reported values. For naphthalene by Method SW8270D, the associated surrogate for 
MW-4 recovered slightly below acceptable limits (refer to the Surrogates section for discussion) and 
LCSD RPDs exceeded acceptable limits (see LCS and LCSD section for discussion). Due to these 
contributing factors, the SW8260C naphthalene results are considered to be more accurate 
quantitations of the true concentration.
b. All applicable holding times met?

c. All soils reported on a dry weight basis?

Not applicable. Only water samples were analyzed for this work order.

d. Are the reported LOQs less than the Cleanup Level or the minimum required detection level for 
the project?

Except as noted below, yes.
The LODs for 1,2,3-trichloropropane by Method SW8260C did not meet ADEC cleanup levels. This 
was due to typical laboratory methodology limitations.
e. Data quality or usability affected?

For 1,2,3-trichloropropane it is not possible to state with certainty the absence of target analyte below 
the laboratory LOD, but above the ADEC cleanup level. This data is limited in usability for that 
purpose. All data were considered usable without qualification.

6. QC Samples

a. Method Blank

i. One method blank reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?
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ii. All method blank results less than limit of quantitation (LOQ)?

iii. If above LOQ, what samples are affected? 

Comments:

N/A

iv. Do the affected sample(s) have data flags? If so, are the data flags clearly defined?

N/A

v. Data quality or usability affected? 

Comments:

No impact.

b. Laboratory Control Sample/Duplicate (LCS/LCSD)

i. Organics – One LCS/LCSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples? (LCS/LCSD 
required per AK methods, LCS required per SW846)

ii. Metals/Inorganics – one LCS and one sample duplicate reported per matrix, analysis and 
20 samples?

No metals or inorganics were analyzed for this workorder.

iii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits? 
And project specified DQOs, if applicable. (AK Petroleum methods: AK101 60%-120%, 
AK102 75%-125%, AK103 60%-120%; all other analyses see the laboratory QC pages)

For bromomethane by Method SW8260C, the LCS recovered at 148%, exceeding the acceptable 
upper recovery limit of 141%. 

For several PAH analytes in the LCS for batch XXX 42332, recoveries were slightly below the lower 
acceptable recovery limits (refer to the LCS/LCSD section, Table 3 of the QAR for full list of affected 
analytes). 
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iv. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) reported and less than method or 
laboratory limits? And project specified DQOs, if applicable. RPD reported from 
LCS/LCSD, MS/MSD, and or sample/sample duplicate. (AK Petroleum methods 20%; all 
other analyses see the laboratory QC pages)

For all PAH analytes in the LCSD for batch XXX 42332, RPDs exceeded the upper acceptable limit. 

v. If %R or RPD is outside of acceptable limits, what samples are affected? 

Comments:

For the bromomethane %R exceedance, all associated results were non-detect and a high bias was 
indicated; therefore, no data were impacted.

For the PAH %R and RPD exceedances, samples MW-3 and MW-4 were affected.

vi. Do the affected sample(s) have data flags? If so, are the data flags clearly defined?

For the PAH %R and RPD exceedances, all affected samples were qualified “Q” for detected results 
to indicate estimated values with unknown bias and “UJ” for non-detect results to indicated estimated 
reporting limits. Results previously qualified “Q-“ due to surrogate failure were not additionally 
qualified as estimated with unknown bias. 

vii.Data quality or usability affected? (Use comment box to explain.) 

Comments:

For the PAH %R exceedances, associated samples were re-extracted past hold time per the laboratory 
case narrative, with LCS recoveries within criteria and comparable results; however, this does not 
indicate accurate results as it was well past the hold time. The data from the original in hold time 
analysis were reported. An LCSD included in the batch had recoveries within acceptable limits for the 
affected analytes. All associated results were non-detect, with LODs at least 10-fold below the ADEC 
cleanup levels; therefore, data usability was not impacted. All data were usable as qualified.

For the PAH RPD exceednaces, a field duplicate pair was included in the batch and established field 
precision for all analytes with RPDs within acceptable limits; therefore, data were minimally 
impacted. All data were usable as qualified.
c. Surrogates – Organics Only

i. Are surrogate recoveries reported for organic analyses – field, QC and laboratory samples?
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ii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits? 
And project specified DQOs, if applicable. (AK Petroleum methods 50-150 %R; all other 
analyses see the laboratory report pages)

The surrogate 2-methylnaphthalene-d10 recovered at 44% in sample MW-4 for PAH, slightly below 
the acceptable lower laboratory limit of 47%, but within acceptable NFG limits of 30-130%. 

iii. Do the sample results with failed surrogate recoveries have data flags? If so, are the data 
flags clearly defined? 

The associated PAH detected results were qualified “Q-“ to indicated estimated values with low bias, 
and non-detect results were qualified “UJ” to indicate estimated reporting limits.

iv. Data quality or usability affected?

Comments:

Analytes associated with the surrogate failure were: 1-methylnaphthalene, 2-methylnaphthalene, 
acenaphthene, acenaphthylene, anthracene, fluorene, naphthalene, and phenanthrene. The sample was 
re-extracted two weeks past hold time per the laboratory case narrative, with the surrogate within 
criteria and comparable results. However, as this was well past the hold time the re-extraction and re-
analysis does not indicate accurate results. The data from the original within hold time analysis were 
reported. Except for 2-methylnaphthalene for sample MW-4, all impacted data were either well above 
or well below applicable cleanup levels; therefore, the impact to data usability was considered 
minimal. All data were usable as qualified.

For sample MW-4, the 2-methylnaphthalene result of 35.5 Q- μg/L was slightly below the ADEC 
cleanup level of 36 micrograms per liter (μg/L). It is considered likely that with a more accurate result 
the field duplicate could have exceeded the ADEC cleanup level for this analyte. This data is usable 
only to determine an approximate, estimated low value for 2-methylnaphthalene.  However, sample 
MW-4 is the field duplicate to parent sample MW-3, which exceeded cleanup level for this analyte. 
As the higher of the parent or field duplicate value is reported, the parent sample/duplicate pair result 
is already an exceedance of the ADEC cleanup level. The overall project data usability was not 
impacted.
d. Trip blank – Volatile analyses only (GRO, BTEX, Volatile Chlorinated Solvents, etc.): Water and 

Soil

i. One trip blank reported per matrix, analysis and for each cooler containing volatile 
samples? 
(If not, enter explanation below.)
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ii. Is the cooler used to transport the trip blank and VOA samples clearly indicated on the 
COC? (If not, a comment explaining why must be entered below)

iii. All results less than LOQ?

iv. If above LOQ, what samples are affected? 

Comments:

N/A

v. Data quality or usability affected? 

Comments:

No impact.

e. Field Duplicate

i. One field duplicate submitted per matrix, analysis and 10 project samples?

ii. Submitted blind to lab?

MW-4 was a duplicate of MW-3.

iii. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) less than specified DQOs? 
(Recommended: 30% water, 50% soil)

RPD (%) = Absolute value of:     (R1-R2)
((R1+R2)/2)

Where R1 = Sample Concentration
R2 = Field Duplicate Concentration

The RPD for DRO exceeded criteria for waters at 42%.

x 100
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iv. Data quality or usability affected? (Use the comment box to explain why or why not.)

Comments:

The parent sample/duplicate results and the associated sample MW-34A were qualified “Q” to 
indicate an estimated result with unknown bias. Laboratory precision was established by an acceptable 
LCS/LCSD RPD, thus the impact of the field precision failure to data was considered minimal. All 
data were usable as qualified.
f. Decontamination or Equipment Blank (If not applicable, a comment stating why must be entered 

below).

Dedicated or disposable equipment was used for the collection of all samples.

i. All results less than LOQ?

N/A

ii. If above LOQ, what samples are affected? 

Comments:

N/A

iii. Data quality or usability affected? 

Comments:

N/A

7. Other Data Flags/Qualifiers (ACOE, AFCEE, Lab Specific, etc.)

a. Defined and appropriate?
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e-Sample Receipt Form

If samples received without a temperature blank, the "cooler temperature" will be 
documented instead & "COOLER TEMP" will be noted to the right. "ambient" or "chilled" will 

be noted if neither is available. 

Holding Time / Documentation / Sample Condition Requirements

°C

Yes

2

@

If <0°C, were sample containers ice free? 

N/A

***Note:  If sample information on containers differs from COC, SGS will default to COC information.

Yes

Were samples received within holding time?

*If >6°C, were samples collected <8 hours ago? 

Were proper containers (type/mass/volume/preservative***)used?

Additional notes (if applicable):

Note to Client: Any "No", answer above indicates non-compliance with standard procedures and may impact data quality.

Do samples match COC** (i.e.,sample IDs,dates/times collected)?

YesWere Trip Blanks (i.e., VOAs, LL-Hg) in cooler with samples?
Were all water VOA vials free of headspace (i.e., bubbles ≤ 6mm)?

N/A

Yes

Note: Refer to form F-083 "Sample Guide" for specific holding times.

Volatile / LL-Hg Requirements

Were all soil VOAs field extracted with MeOH+BFB? N/A

Yes

Were analytical requests clear? (i.e., method is specified for analyses 
with multiple option for analysis (Ex: BTEX, Metals)

N/A

Therm. ID:

Yes

**Note:  If times differ <1hr, record details & login per COC.

Cooler ID:

Cooler ID:

D61Therm. ID:

°C
Therm. ID:

Cooler ID:

Note:  Identify containers received at non-compliant temperature . 
Use form FS-0029 if more space is needed.

**Exemption permitted if chilled & collected <8 hours ago, or for samples where chilling is not required
1 @

N/A

1 front 1 back

Exceptions Noted below

2.8

Were Custody Seals intact?  Note # & location

Cooler ID:

Yes
Chain of Custody / Temperature Requirements

Temperature blank compliant* (i.e., 0-6 °C after CF)?

@

***Exemption permitted for metals (e.g,200.8/6020A).

D44

Therm. ID:

°C

@Yes Therm. ID:

Cooler ID:

DOD: Were samples received in COC corresponding coolers?

@

Yes °C
N/A

°C

4.6

SGS Workorder #: 1199795 1199795
Exemption permitted if sampler hand carries/delivers.N/A

Yes

Condition (Yes, No, N/A)Review Criteria

COC accompanied samples?

F102b_SRFpm_20190325
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e-Sample Receipt Form FBK

Additional notes (if applicable):

Note to Client: Any "No", answer above indicates non-compliance with standard procedures and may impact data quality.

PAHs break hold: 9/26/19
Were all soil VOAs field extracted with MeOH+BFB? N/A

For Rush/Short Hold Time, was RUSH/Short HT email sent? Yes

N/C

**Note:  If times differ <1hr, record details & login per COC.
***Note:  If sample information on containers differs from COC, SGS will default to COC information.

Were analytical requests clear? (i.e., method is specified for analyses 
with multiple option for analysis (Ex: BTEX, Metals)

Yes

Yes

Chain of Custody / Temperature Requirements
Yes

Temperature blank compliant* (i.e., 0-6 °C after CF)? °C
°C

SGS Workorder #: 1199795 1199795
Exemption permitted if sampler hand carries/delivers.

DOD: Were samples received in COC corresponding coolers?

Were Custody Seals intact?  Note # & location

Review Criteria Exceptions Noted belowCondition (Yes, No, N/A)

COC accompanied samples? Yes

**Exemption permitted if chilled & collected <8 hours ago, or for samples where chilling is not required

N/A

Cooler ID: Therm. ID:

Therm. ID:

°C

1 @Cooler ID: Therm. ID: D23

°C

Yes

Therm. ID:

Note:  Identify containers received at non-compliant temperature . 
Use form FS-0029 if more space is needed.

0.3

If <0°C, were sample containers ice free? 

@

@

Cooler ID:

If samples received without a temperature blank, the "cooler temperature" will be 
documented instead & "COOLER TEMP" will be noted to the right. "ambient" or "chilled" will 

be noted if neither is available. 

Were all water VOA vials free of headspace (i.e., bubbles ≤ 6mm)? N/C

@

*If >6°C, were samples collected <8 hours ago? 

Holding Time / Documentation / Sample Condition Requirements

Cooler ID:

Note: Refer to form F-083 "Sample Guide" for specific holding times.

SGS Profile # 0

Do samples match COC** (i.e.,sample IDs,dates/times collected)?

Yes

Were samples in good condition (no leaks/cracks/breakage)?

Were Trip Blanks (i.e., VOAs, LL-Hg) in cooler with samples?

F10_SRFforTransfer_Digital_20190703
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